RECEIVED & INSPECTED

APR 0 7 2008

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

FCC-MAILROOM
1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of PropW'

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouid do so - and must not be adopted.

(1} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates., Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
cohsciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inciuding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constifutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not estabiish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cettain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt ruies, procedures or policies discussed above.
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{ submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prop
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First

Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appiicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smatller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasiers, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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31 March 2008

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission

445 12th Street, SW .
Washington, DC 20554 "WNSPECTED i

Attn; Chief, Media Bureau
(AT 2008

CC-MAILROOM
RE: MB Docket number 04-233 FOC-nii i

I’'m concerned about the changes to the smaller stations that will come about with the passage of
docket number 04-233. T understand that this law if enacted, would bring considerable hardships
to local stations by increased costs; forced re-location of facilities and forced hiring of someone
to watch station airing 24 / 7, even if the station has an automated system that will warn the
owner / responsible party if a problem should arise. An example of one small neighborhood
radio station that [ am very familiar with 1s WJIB, AM Cambridge, Massachusetts

I’ve been a listener to WJIB for several years and have appreciated the stations’s format and
commitment to its community’s needs. WJIB has continuously maintained an excellence in
musical selections, numerous public services notices, and given on air time to charitable and
health organization’s announcements in a fair and timely fashion. Adding any more costs to
what the expenses are now could force this station off the air or worse, being bought out by large
conglomerates who are more in tune to profit making than serving their community.

There are very few of these type of stations remaining, at least in the Boston / suburban area that
I am aware of. WJIB’s format clearly shows that it’s more interested in supporting the needs of
the community than with making profits with the endless amount of trash commercial
advertisements one so readily hears on other stations.

Again, please give more thought to the changes docket 04-233 will initiate. Small local stations
are the one beacon light shining against the overpowering radio waves from larger stations. It is
more important to maintain the small station’s status quo and defeat QJacket number 04-233.

+ —

With regards, 7&[;«7//! /‘#7

Robert H. Farrington
20 Fairland Street
Lexington, MA 02421-7541
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. e
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —and must not be adopted.

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, compiaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We: urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233 APR 0 7 2008
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposeyl Rulemaking (th
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-M g,I(LI‘Z'IOOM

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values, The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposats would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religlous broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits govermment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a refigious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewat application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in iwo ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cuthacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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To: The Secretary, Federal Communications Commission
Concerning: The policies being proposed for radio stations in MB Docket No. (04-233

There are many reasons that we are against the F.C.C. adopting any of the proposed policy
changes outlined in MB Docket No. 04-233.

The first is the increased expenses for no gains in programming quality, or public service.
Instead of having money to spend for quality programs and all of the great public services that
benefit a wide range of people, the money would be wasted on unneeded expenses and
duplicated real estate facilities. Also the cost increases would effectively stop new entrepreneurs
from being able to enter the business via the purchase of local small stations.

In addition, the great benefits of our local station and it’s affiliates (WLUJ-Springfield, WRLJ-
88.3FM Whitehall, and WL.WJ-88.1FM Petersburg) will be severely limited, especially if the
latter two are forced to close. We are able to listen to those as we drive in central Illinois.

We get all our updated weather, and news from these stations, along with community event
announcements, and other items of local importance.

But it is the programming that is the most important to us, and we don’t want to lose that. Many
times we have faced issues or had problems that we needed encouragement and help with, and
WLUJ was there! Whether it was an insightful teaching or comment on one of the regular
programs, or exposure to a great book or other resource, we have had a much better quality of
life ourselves, and an increased ability to help those less fortunate than ourselves by being made
aware of their circumstances. This has only happened by WLUJ being allowed to function and
operate just the way it is now.

Because of all of these things, we are asking the F.C.C. not to impose any new policy changes or
further restrictions on radio stations. This includes forcing stations to accepting advisory
comumittee members who don’t listen to WLUJ or who don’t agree with what they broadcast.
This would be very counter productive to say the least.

Thank you for considering our opinion in this critical matter.

Sincerely

Gene and Jill Willis
4616 Trevi Dr.
Springfield,IL. 62703
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakin.;FC : ILRO i

Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Many of the proposals in NPRM, contrary to the FCC’s stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
pregramming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and alternative programming). These types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting — increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turmning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs — something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail reliance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down altogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped small stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to look elsewhere to
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibility in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. If the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station's community of license, the result would be that broadcasters - particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters - would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to community groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keenly attuned to the communities they serve — it is how they remain in business. But the balance

is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance so stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is na ‘public interest’ in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

42-0¢

Respectfully submitted,
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Netice of Proposed Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released
Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Many of the proposals in NFRM, contrary to the FCC’s stated objectives, would harm both localism and diversity of
viewpoints.

The true wellsprings of localism and diversity are smaller market radio stations and stations offering specialized
programming (including religion, foreign language, ethnic and altemative programming). Thase types of stations also
serve as important gateways for new entrants seeking business opportunities in broadcasting — increasing ownership
among those traditionally underrepresented.

But just as major operating costs are quickly rising, and more Americans are turning to new media, the NPRM proposes
measures that would substantially raise costs — something that will be keenly felt among small market and specialized
programming broadcasters. The rational economic response will be service cutbacks or outright shutdowns. Neither
outcome is in the public interest.

One of these ill-advised proposals would force radio stations to curtail retiance on labor-saving technology. An end to
unstaffed operations will not improve responsiveness to a local community. To the contrary, it will likely lead stations to
broadcast fewer hours or shut down aliogether. Unattended operation with proper safeguards has helped smal stations
provide more service through efficiency. Take that away, and the Commission will create strong disincentive for
stations to stay on during the late evening or early morning hours, hours during which very little revenue is generated.
The increased operational costs will lead new entrepreneurs, including women and minorities, to lock elsewhere {o
invest their savings and sweat equity.

The Commission must also reject proposal that would further limit where broadcasters can locate their main studios.
The Commission acted in the public interest when it adopted rules many years ago to permit stations greater flexibifity in
selecting the location of their main studios, particularly in situations in which a broadcaster operates stations licensed to
several nearby communities. if the Commission were to force each station to establish its main studio only in that
station’s community of license, the result would be that broadcasters -- particularly small market and speciality
programming broadcasters — would have to divert their limited financial resources from supporting and enhancing
quality programming to covering additional and unnecessary real estate costs.

The FCC should also jettison proposals forcing stations to give away airtime to comimunity groups. One proposal would
even enforce public access requirements, similar to cable PEG channels. Cable has dozens, even hundreds of
channels from which it can profit, but smaller market radio and stations serving small specialized audiences do not.
Free is not really free to those who struggle every day just to keep the electricity flowing, the programming going, and
the local news covered.

Smaller stations are keanly attuned to the communities they serve — it is how they remain in business. But the balance
is delicate, and the Commission must not take action that will tip the balance sc stations cut back on service or drop out.
There is no ‘public interest’ in service that is both diminished and less diverse.

Respectfully submitted,
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MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the "NFPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. Any new
FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take
advice from people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory
board proposals would impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters
who resist advice from those who don’t share their values couid face increased
harassment, compiaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming.
The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and
everyone has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so —
even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First
Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.
The choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by
any government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who
produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.
{(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees
would be automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The
proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the
Commissioners themseives would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those
who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspand to
their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market
secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the
Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by
substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring staff presence whenever a
station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices. Raising
costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is
contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or
policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM™), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisery board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incornpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5} Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No, 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious breadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who proeduced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the slectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studic location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MEB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viclate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1} The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing te follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not propery dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) “ The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sgueeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, {b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Decket N 04-233, Comment in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking .

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
ATTN: Chief, Media Bureau

We urge you to keep station renewal licensing regulated by civil servants instead of longer, costlier process to FCC-
commissioners, because freedom of speech and of religion must be preserved so that not all stations are required to
say the same “politically correct” things. Restriction of US airways would be as bad as Chinese government silencing
Tibet protests. Our USA radio must remain free. While the FCC has made some TV stations required to operate for the
community good and balance ideas, radio is not the same. There are many frequencies available that can be used for
different genres and purposes, and that freedom to have a particular mission, such as Christian radio, must not be
abridged or eliminated. We support BBN radio, being like-minded with them. Christian radio must not be coerced to
becoming something that it is not. Those who disagree with its message should continue to have the right to choose
other options on other stations that broadcast a different message.

We urge you not to change staffing requirements at stations that have the technology to operate with few or no
employees on premises at every single time. This proposal seems to be intended to make broadcasting too expensive for
stations with limited resources.

We do not believe that the FCC should control relocating main studio facilities, when those stations are already
broadcasting in a technically competent manner from their present locations. Governmental power is to be used to
protect freedom, not restrict or kill freedom. it is wrong for the Government through the FCC to have oversight of the
editorial content of radio stations, or have a two-tierd renewal system for certain licenses. That indicates prejudice
and intent to control freedom of speech and of religion. These rights, granted by the US Constitution, must not be
abridged by the FCC.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies we discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MEB Docket No. 04-233 APR 0 7 2008

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul &r@ t -
"NPRM", released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MA'LROQQ

¥

i
-

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
nroposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(10 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
vatues could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoeints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pubiic access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially refigious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
raligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive agd.potentially ruinous renewal proceedings‘

5). - Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgsts, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FEC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
ME Docket No. 04-233

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must nibot be adopted.

N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don'’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particutarly a religious broadcaster, must present,

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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April 3, 2008

Attention: Chief, Media Bureau

| am writing to request the FCC to keep free speech free and not tamper with
Christian and religious programming.

I've just become aware that he FCC is considering rule changes that could force
Christian radio stations to either modify their messages or be forced from the
air. The latest notice was released 01/24/2008, and it could be of great
concern to broadcasters, including Christian broadcasters like VCY America. No
station should be forced to have participants on the programming that do not
agree with the standard of that station.

| would also ask that stations can be on the air w/o personnel in the office such
as when they are run by satellite.

Thank you for reading my letter and considering my requests, especially to keep
the free speech on the radio.

Sincerely,

Karen Kaszynski



Comments in Response to Lacalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

t submit the following commenits in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

N The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religicus broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particutarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 0 — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any reiigion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true o their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smalier market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further resfricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233

s e e Cre et W TN EIGE LD 0 SRV T WO NG LOCAISM wouce ot Proposed Ruiemakil’lg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

me e s, PUIWGD UL IUGEUUTES TIUST NOE violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do 30 — and must not be adopted.

e e snuet 1AL DTG FEUIO STATICNS, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

{4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automaticaily barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs couid face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5} Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the efectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rulss, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking {the
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particulariy a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radic station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

{3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face iong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: {a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studic location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Dockst No. 04-233

i submit the following comments in responsa to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any now FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, wouki do 30 — and must not be adapted.

W) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impese such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their

vajues couid face ncreased harassment, complainis and even loss of license for.choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompetible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First '
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoinis a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air ime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming. is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appiication processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves woulkd amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

- correspond to-their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ninous renswal proceedings.

{5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity fiowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ra;urin?msmmmmmswouldfomesemcewtmks and curtailed service is contrary io the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

1 submit the following comments; in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in ME Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish & two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5 Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations, Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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April 1, 2008

Chairman Kevin Martin i
Commissioner Michael Copps "ﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁw Gt B
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein & :
Commissioner Deborah Tate APR 017 2008
Commissioner Robert McDowell :
O
Chairman Kevin Martin and members of the FCC'MA“—HO

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Re:  In the Matter of Broadcast Localism (MB Docket No. (03-233)
Report on Broadcast Localism and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

Dear Chairman Martin and Commissioners Cops, Adelstein, Tate, and McDowell:

I noted with great interest that the FCC recently issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
broadcast localism. From what I understand, this proceeding is intended to “ensure that
broadcasters are appropriately addressing the needs of their local communities.” I am writing
ta tell you that, in my view, KABC-TV already serves our community in any number of ways
that makes any additional federal regulation unnecessary. -

As the past President of the Los Angeles Urban League I am happy-to share my knowledge
and experience working with KABC-TV. During my tenure at the Urban League, KABC-TV
was a consistent and committed partner and supporter of the Urban League’s mission. Over
the years KABC-TV provided financial support for the annual Whitney Young Awards
Dinner, provided the top news talent to serve as Master of Ceremonies, and provided news
coverage. Their financial contributions helped sustain our organization and our work in the
committee.

In addition KABC-TV worked with the Urban League to produce and air two television
specials recognizing the work of the Urban League and its legacy to the City of Los Angeles.
Not only did KABC-TV help with production and dedication air time to the specials, they
gave the air time to the Urban League to sell the commercial spots. All the proceeds from the
sales went directly to support the Los Angeles Urban League.

I can say from personal experience that not only has KABC-TV been a committed supporter
of the Urban League, but it visible and consistent with its commitment to all the diverse
communities in Los Angeles. | know of many organizations like the Urban League that have
received the benefit of KABC-TV’s financial support con air promotion of their events and
activities, and news coverage of the issues that affect their communities. In addition, KABC-
TV’s General Manager, News Director, other top mmanagement and key on air personalities go
out to the various racially ethnically and geographically diverse communities on a consistent
basis and listen to their issues and concerns.



Chairman Kevin Martin and members of the
Federal Communications Commission
Page 2

As a civil rights activist I am particularly impressed with the station’s commitment to
diversity. Their news teams, news coverage and programming reflects with diversity of the
city and all of its citizens,

It is because of my first-hand experience with such a long-standing partnership that I am
curious as to why FCC deems it necessary to issue additional regulations. In my view, our
community already is well-served by KABC-TV and not national regulation could create the
kind of great local partnership that we already enjoy.

Yours truly,

ik Y=

John W. Mack

Cc Michelle Carey
Rick Chessen
Rudy Brioche
Amy Blanksenship
Cristina Pauze
Monica Desal



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233 :

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking {the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nhot violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do o — and must not be adopted.

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present,

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandaltes on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editonial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not estabiish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5} Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commiission proposes to further
squeeze hiche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a} by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b} by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposats would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

\ We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. \ 'P / a4 3¢ /J/ evp ous
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RESULT: Now, it is possible to serve several missions from one location. But under this proposal, maﬁy

co-location arrangements would be forced to end — raising daily operating costs and imposing immediate
expenses related to moving, construction of other facliities and overseeling forced relocations.

‘\ i
RESULT When coupled with the rapidiy nsmg costs of broadcastlng, includmg multlplylng slectricity

expenses extended staffing requirements and forced relocations will leave some Chr,istlan Broadcasters
7/

/

The First Amerihqj_ent protects the free exercise of religion. The govemmen must not be allowed to

impose rules that \;in!ate it Christian Radio needs your support now to keép its message of salvation

strong on the nation's"‘almaves. it's not just a Christian thing — everyoarie’s fundamental constitutional
rights are at stake. \ : /

with little cf\mce either cut back or give up.

“

N\
HERE’S WHAT YOU CAN\pO::

\
The FCC Is taking comments on these\proposals You can add your comments to the record. The FCC

can only make rule changes based on ewdence - ang4dhe evidence you submlt can make a difference!

By Mail: Send a letter, specifying what the FO(; ust not do and why. Make sure you place the docket
number on top of the letter to be sure it is deliyéred to the correct office:

MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Respdnse t&\lqocallsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

Mail your comments, so they arrive by/April 14, 2008 t(;\
Using the US Pogisd Tenvice: / O ush g~er iEx, LIPS, DML or siiniiar services:
The Secretary / ‘ The Secre\gry
Federal Communications Corp‘ﬁllsslon Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW 9300 East Ha\ ton Drive
Washington, DC 20554 Capitol Heights, MD 20743
Attn: Chlef, Média Bureau. Altn: Chie ,‘Qnedla Bureau
/
£

By Intemnet: Vis'@/i/l'litp.f!www.s;avach!i:siiam'adlc:a.=::crn for easy step-by-step c\omment submission
assistance.  / \\

/ N
You can gléo wiite to your Senators and Congressman. Teli them that freedom of\illgion and freedom of
speech /ﬁjre threatened. Describe the problematic FCC proposals and the harm they wdll cause, if they are

adopt,éd. For help iocating your Senators and Congressman — visit hitnoifwww. savechridiantadio. com






